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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Appellant Olin Thompson appeals his conviction and sentence for
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute cocaine, in violation of
21 U.S.C.A. § 846 (West Supp. 1999). On appeal, he argues that the
trial court made numerous erroneous rulings resulting in reversible
cumulative error, that sufficient evidence did not exist to support his
conviction, and that the court erred in failing to depart downward
based upon an overstated criminal history. Finding no error, we
affirm.

We find that the court did not err in admitting the contested testi-
mony. See United States v. D'Anjou, 16 F.3d 604, 610 (4th Cir.
1994). We find that the testimony was relevant and not unduly preju-
dicial. See Fed. R. Evid. 401, 403. In addition, Internal Revenue Ser-
vice Agent Smith's testimony was relevant to unexplained wealth and
therefore admissible. See United States v. Grandison, 783 F.2d 1152,
1156 (4th Cir. 1986). Clinton Bates' testimony was proper under Fed.
R. Evid. 801(d)(2)(E). We also find that the evidence was sufficient
to support the conviction. See United States v. Glasser, 315 U.S. 60,
80 (1942). Finally, we find that the district court knew that it had the
authority to depart and chose not to do so; therefore the decision is
not subject to review. See United States v. Bayerle, 898 F.2d 28, 30-
31 (4th Cir. 1990).

We therefore affirm the judgment. We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.
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